






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Capsule 11-5. Santa Clara, Calif'orm.a

Population: 86,118
Suburban city with hold harmless entitlement
Grant amount: $357,000

The first year of' the CDBG program in Santa Clara, Calif'ornia,
was characterized by substantial citizen partl.cipation. Citizens
were given the opportunity to draft a program. However, those who
took part in this ef'f'ort labored under the misconception that their
role was to be more tha~ advisory; in the end, ~t proved not to be.

The participation structure used in Santa Clara resulted f'rom
a dialogue between the city council and the eXl.stl.ng cl.tizens'
advisory comm:cttee about the broad outline of' participation suggested
by the intergovernmental assistance director (who had primary
responsibill.ty f'or the program). In the past, when citizens' views
were sought in connection with local decisionmaking, the committee
had appointed a task f'orce to study the issue. These bodies were
of'ten empowered to report their f'indlngs directly to the city
council. According to the associate, "From the c~ty manager's view,
such task f'orces often presented f'lndings that did not ref'lect the
community at large. lI His preference was to util~ze a large cltl.ZenS'
advlsory committee and make sure that the views of' more af'f'luent
sections of the community would be incorporated into reco~endations.

This structure, he suggested, would brlng better balance, because lt
"\muld include Uthe voices of hard-working small businessmen in
addition to low-income and unemployed persons and those with politlcal
aspirations of' their own who generally make up these kinds of'
cOmm1.ttees. v The Clty council accepted the committee's recommendatlon,
however, and the more limited task f'orce structure was adopted.

The task f'orce membershlp represented primarlly low and moderate
income groups. Among its members were several who had disagreed Wl.th
the city manager ln the past over other community development issues.
This group, workl.ng with one low-ranking planner on the city council's
staf'f', developed a draft program, which they presented to the council.

When the task f'orce subillltted 1 ts program, the proposal met
stiff opposition from the city manager, who voiced a preference for
utilizlng a substantial portlon of' the f'irst-year f'unds f'or programs in
the Clty'S capital improvement program. According to the assoclate,
"The city manager inf'ormed the councll that the Clty'S capltal
improvement plan consisted of various federal and state grant funds
that would have to be replaced by local f'unds or increased taxes if'
the citizen task force package were approved because these grants
were now being phased out. u



491

In search of a compromise, the council suggested that the task
force review what capital improvements might be ~ncluded ~n the
first-year program. This was never undertaken, however; within one
week of the initial council meeting to discuss the task force draft,
the city manager prepared an amended program that included changes ~n

the original draft involving nearly two-thirds of the f~rst year
budget. This revised plan, not shown to the task force unt~l the
night it was approved, was passed unanimously by the c~ty council
over complaints from task force members. The task force protested
to the city- manager's staff about the lack of citizen review. The
intergovernmental ass~stance director suggested that'the pressure
to complete the first-year application precluded such a review and he
would make no predictions about citizen review in the second year.

The chairman of Santa Clara's citizen task force expressed
concern that the bad first-year experience "might decrease citizen
part~cipation in the second year--low and moderate-income neighborhood
committee representatives were very distressed as a result of the~r

experience." The associate reported that "the frustration'
experienced by the participants was predictable--given the fact~that

the city's high-level staff had its own agenda for spending CDBG
funds from the outset."



Capsule 11-6. Chicago, Illinois-

Population: 3,369,357
Central city wlth hold-harmless entltlement
Grant amount: $43,201,000

Chicagots citlzen participation process included a ser~es of
public meedings held in various locations in the citY' (two of them
conducted exclusively in Spanis-h) prior to preparation of a draft
appllcation, and two public hearings after the draft was completed.
The major purposes of the meetings were to inform the public about
the program and to receive suggestions from citizens about the kinds
of activities that should be undertaken with CDBG funds.

After the meetings, all held between November and mid-December,
1~75, there was no further opportunity for citizen contribution in
the application process until April, when two public hearings were
held to consider the draft application. At these hearings citizens
were critical of the waY' the application was prepared as well as of its
substance. Representatives for the League of Women Voters,who had sought
earlier (and unsuccessfullY') to have the city create a Cl-tlzens'
advisory committee to help in drafting the applicatlon, expressed the
view that "there must be an opportunity for interchange between the
public and members of the city's CDBG coordlnating committee as well
as among members of the pUblic on more than a one-time basis. Such
interchange cannot take place in this forum." The Chicago Urban League
and the Chicago Leadership Council supported the League of Women Voters'
criticism and complained about the inade~uacY' of the preliminary draft
application made available to the public and the long time that had
elapsed between the inltial meetings and the availabllity of the draft.

The associate for Chicago reported that "changes In the
application as a result of citizen participation were not very
siguificant. t' Moreover, he reported, "It is doubtful whether the
comments of citizens were the primary reason for mak1.ng the changes."
The picture that emerges from Chicago' s first-year citlzen particlpatlon
experience is one of a moderate level of citizen involvement but very
little opportunity to influence the declsions reflected in the
application. The associate comments in this regard that "although
there were opportunities for cltizens to speak, nothing that was being
said by community groups was having any signiflcant lnfluence on the
shape of the program."
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When we began this study, we expected to find citlzen partlcipation

more influential in jurisdictions where citizens 1 advisory committees

Ifere used, because they were orgaulzed and experlenced and had the

potential for continued working involvement. Our data, shown In Table

11-13, lndicate, however, that thls was ~ot the case. The citlzen

participation format that most often was associated wlth slgniflcant

lnfluence was public hearings plus neighborhood meetlngs. Ten of the

nineteen cases in this category (discussed earller in this chapter)

showed lnfluential citizen partlcipation. On the other hand, the

lowest incldence of influential participation was among the thirteen

jurisdictions with public hearings only. In five of these, cltizen

participation was lnfluential or moderately lnfluentlal. A surprlse

to us was the experience of Jurlsdictions wlth cltizens' advisory

committees and public hearlngs. Among the seventeen in this category,

ten had moderately influential participation and in one case, M1.nneapolis,

partlcipation was judged influential.

\



Table 11-13. Type of Citizen Participation Structure, by Extent of

Cltizen Influence*

Type~of citizen
participation

structure

Extent of citizen influence
Moderately Not

Influential influential influential

PubIlc hearings ~only 2 4 7

Public hearings and
neighborhood meetings 10 5 2

Citizens' advisory committees
and public hearings 1 11 7

Citizens' advisory committees~

publlC hearings~ and neigh- 5 5 2
borhood meetings- - _. -

Source: Field research data.

* One jurisdiction, Hennepln County, did not offer citizen participation
at the county 'level.

The factor that appeared to have been the, strongest determinant

of whether citizens effectlvely contributed to the CDBG application,- , .

was the amount of importance attached to citizen participation by loc~l

officials. Table 11-14 shows that of. the twenty-three jur,,:sdictions

where public officials were reporte~ to have viewe~ citizen participation

as very important, :fifteen had influential citizen part~cipation and in

only on,e of these was it not influential. Table 11-14 shows the associates r

assessments of citizens' influenc~ in r~latlon~to the importance assigned

to citizen participation by local o:fficials.

-' ,
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Table 11-14-. Local Officials' -Views and the Influence of the Citizen

Participation Process; Sunnnary- Statements

Importance of citizen
particlpation in CD~G

application process; 
local officials' views

Influence of citizen participation process

Not Somewhat
influential- - influential--Influential- Total

Not important 11 1 12

Moderately important 6 17 4 27

Very important 1 T 15 23

Total 18 25 19 62
'- -'~ -/ :

Source: Field research data. --- - - -~-

. .,
Analysis of the tables in this final section leads us to the

,.,.'

main conclusion that the attitude of local officials, and not so much the

procedures set up for citizen participation, was the key factor in

determlning whether or not citizens' views were 'significantly

reflected in the block grant application. This finding tends to

support the view of the program's framers that a prescribed format

for participation would not -significantly strengthen the citizen

participatton'process under the CDBG program. The second point that

stands out is the lack'of a clear relationship between the activity-

level of citizen part~cipation and its influence. This is a good place

(because this finding was~ to us; a quite surprising one)'to remind

the reader that all of the findings in this report are for the first

program year. Our conclusions about the political effects of the CDBG

~rogram may change in ensuing_years.
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11 Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 220 (Wednesday, November 13, 1974),
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gj On these points, see Melvin B. Mogulof, C~t1Zen Participation: A
Review and Commentary (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1969),
and Robert C. Seaward, "The D:l.lemma of Cltizen Particlpatlon,t1 :tll
Hans Spiegel (ed.), Citizen Particiuation in Urban Development
(Washington, D.C.: National Institute for Applied Behavioral Sc~ence,

1968), p. 62.

2! Statement by James Lynn, Hearings Before the Subcommittee on
Rousing and Urban Affairs, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, U.S. Senace,93 Congo 1 sess. (1973), p. 11.

~ Most of the congressional deliberations on this ~ssue occurred in
the Senate. Its bill included a requirement that local governments
involve residents of community development areas in the execution of
community development activities and provide adequate resources for
their participation, but this was modified by the conference committee.

21 Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Report of the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, Senate, 93 Congo
2 sess. (February 1974), p. 57.

y Data for "Florence, South Carolina, was not available at the time
this chapter was written.

11 The thirteen Jur~sd~ct~ons in which minorities were 2 percent or
less of the population are: Alma, Michigan; Auburn and Bangor, Maine,
Greece, New York; Huntington Beach, Califorula; Lakewood, Colorado;
Marlborough and Worcester, Massachusetts; Miami Beach, Florida;
Portland, Maine; Scottsdale, ftxizona; Sioux City, Iowa; Sioux Falls,
South Dakota.
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CHAPTER 12

MAJOR ISSUES RAISED, POSSIBLE NEXT STEPS

In evaluating any governmental program, the first question that
1

must be asked is: On what bases are success and failure t~ be judged?

The customary approach is to evaluate governmental programs J.n

relation to their intent. But this is not as easy as it sounds.

Different observers will interpret the history of a given program

differently, both in respect to the goals to be achieved and the

weights to be assigned to various goals.

It is these kinds of problems, which frequently constrain policy

research, that led us to the monitoring approach. Putting it squarely,

this approach does not confront the question of program effectiveness.

In analyzing both the national distributional and local impacts of the

block grant for connnunity development, we see our role as providing

1IDiform and systematic data on the most policy-relevant effects of

the program. On this basis readers can decide for themselves whether

they think it is a good program--whether it should be continued,

expanded, basically reconstituted, or dropped in favor of some other

program or no program at all.

Because our findings are less tentative and conclusions firmer at

this point for the national distributional effects of the CDBG program,

the final chapter of our first report highlights this subject. The

conclusions of Part II (Chapters 3-6) of this report are briefly

summarized and a proposal is made to institute supplemental



CDBG grants for needy cities. Before discussing these national formula

issues, several observations are in order on the first-year effects of

the CDBG program at the local level.

LOCAL EFFECTS

Those who view this block grant as primarily a decentralization

device are likely to regard the first year as a success. Generalist

offlcials played a much larger role than was the case under the folded

in programs. Citizen participation was a prominent feature of CDBG

decisionmaking, al'though its focus shifted from lower-income parsons and

target areas under the folded-in programs (especially model cities) to

broader, often community-wide, participation. These political changes

are closely related to findings for the first year on the uses, income

group, and spreading effects of the CDBG program.

In particular, the spreading effect at the local level has in a

significant number of cases resulted in a new emphasis on neighborhood

conservation, involving housing rehabilitation and related public

improvements in transitional or marginal neighborhoods. Often

activities in the most distressed neighborhoods which were aided under

the folded-in grants, particularly for model cities, have been continued,

but at a lower level, as this spreading effect has taken hold. These

first-year findings suggest that the block grant program is a better

instrument for aiding transitional neighborhoods and preventing blight

than were the folded-in grants, but that it is more limited as an

instrument for redeveloping the most seriously deteriorated urban
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areas. The essential ~uestion comes down to the mix among kinds of

target areas--the most distressed areas, transitional neighborhoods,

industrial and commercial districts.

Our data for the first year also indicate that the CDBG program

did not significantly contribute to the legislative objective of

encouraging "spatial deconcentration" of housing for lower-income

persons. 11 In almost all of the sample sites, associates reported

that local officials did not consider this objective in preparing their

applications, and furthermore that the related re~uirements for a

housing assistance plan (HAP), as indicated in this report, were not

emphasized or consistently enforced. A similar situation was found to

apply to the A-95 re~uirement for metropolitan planning and coordination,

a clearance system closely related (or at least potentially so) to the

"spatial deconcentration" objective in the law. Pro forma signoffs

predominated under the A-95 re~uirement.

In addition to these programmatic issues, disagreement was found

as to the nature and duration of the allocations made in the start-up

year of the CDBG program. Although capital spending predominated, it

tended to be for relatively small, short-term undertaklngs, though

there were allocations in some jurisdictions for longer-term renewal

and economic development projects. Local officials appeared generally

reluctant to undertake longer-term projects which they perceived might

create continuing financial obligations after the flow of CDBG funds

had been reduced or perhaps terminated. Some critics have complained

that there has been too much of an emphasis on short-term projects and
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have urged that the program be amended to include, or at least facilitate,

larger, longer-term projects, akin to conventional urban renewal. gj

JUEt as frequently we were told by local officials that large-scale

renewal projects--with long delays and often resulting in large vacant

tracts--were losing favor prior to CDBG and would have faded from the

urban development scene even without the new program.

Similar issues of who should benefit and how benefits should be

provided have been raised by those favoring social services as an

integral and prominent part of community development programs. It was,

in fact, this ·point of view that led to the adoption in 1966 of the model

cities program--the premise being that saving cities involves saving people.

Socla1 serVlce spending was found to be low under the CDBG program.

Putting these process and outcome points together, we can identify

a social dimension of local impact analysis. As contrasted to some urban

renewal projects and most model cities programs, there appears to have

been a shift both in the income-incidence of benefits and the people

involved in the decision process, away from the poorest people

and areas to a more mixed pattern. In many ways, this is the

essential question for analysis. The debate was out in the open in

a number of communities--the question of the mix between investments

in the poorest areas versus what are considered transitional or

salvageable neighborhoods. It is in a way reassuring that this same

debate has been conducted at the national level and in the academic

literature of whether the nation's strategy for dealing with the often



poorly-defined "urban crisis" should eIl\Phasize the physical and

social development of the most ser10usly distressed urban areas

or concentrate instead on neighborhood conservation. In keeping

with the decentralization purposes of CDBG, this debate can be

sa1d to be shifting from the nat10nal to the local level.

All of these observations and issues, it must be remembered,

are as of a point in time. There are, as has been noted, a

number of forces in place and matters still unresolved, such

that the effects of the CDBG program in future years could be

different from what we have observed so far. Federal strings

could be pulled much_tighter by a new admin1stration, ,perhaps

based on the performance-monitoring responsibility assigned to

HUD under this program. There is also the possibility that

social objectives (especially income redistribution and integra

tion of the suburbs) will be advanced more aggressively under

CDBG either by administrative action or as a result of

litigatlon.

The coming to fruition of these various forces and pressures

could decidedly affect the strength of the decentralizat10n and

social impacts of the block grant program. Final conclusions must

await both the accumulation of more data ,and the passage of more

time. On the whole, however, we are surprised by the clarity of the

findings for the first year; and, while we may subsequently regret

501
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saying so, we wo1Jl-d be surprised if the findings of the research shift

substantially in the second year of the program. That is to say, we

would expect relatively short-term capital spending to continue to

predominate, generalist officials to continue to have a strong role

along with many citizen organizations, and for beneflts to be spread out

on a geographic basis within recipient Jurisdictions.

NATIONAL DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS

We note in Part II of this report that many observers both in the

Congress and the Executive Branch had come to the conclusion that changes

are needed in the CDBG allocation system as currently structured. A HUD

report to President Ford on October 21, 1976, stated in reference to

the program:

The Department should recommend changes to the formula ••••
Among the criteria that might make the formula a better
measure of need are the age of a city's housing stock and
whether it is losing non-poverty population. 3/

We see the existi~g distribution system as having a spreading

effect, just as was observed at the local level, following what might

be called a natural law of federal grants, "something for everyone."

This distributional pattern is a consequence of formula criteria which

base allocations on population and poverty-based need (poverty and

overcrowded housing) and the mixed system of formula and discretionary

funding. In Chapter 6 we suggest that the formula be revised to

include a measure of physical development need.

Our conclusion is'that, both practically and substantively, it

would be difficult at this stage to devise a single formula to measure
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the needs of all participating communities. We therefore suggest a

dual-formula approach, one formula weighted by poverty measures alone

and one oriented also toward community age. This dual-formula approach

(alternative I in Chapter 6) reta::'ns the existing CDEG formula and

adds a second formula to measure community age through the use of a

pre-1939 housing criterion. Each formula entitlement area would

receive the greater of the amounts provided by the two formulas; no

community presently entitled to formula funding would receive a lower

allocation (except as discussed in Appandix VI). The community-age

formula favors older, declining central cities which tend to be

concentrated in (but are not exclusive to) the Northeast and ~dwest;

the existing population and poverty-weighted formu1.a, on the other
, ' -

hand, tends to favor the southern and western regions.

We see this dual-formula approach as a reasonably feasible and

equitable way to deal with the fact that communities have different

development needs and that the existing allocation system fails

adequately to consider physical need. We do not see the dual-formula

approach, or this particular version of it, as representing an "ideal"

way to define urban need. Put another way, we have chosen to consider

both feasibility and need, rather than starting from scratch to develop

an ideal allocation system to replace the current one.

Extension of Hold-harmless Protection

ather observers of the early operation of the CDEG allocation

system have advocated that hold-harmless protection be preserved. As

discussed in Chapters 3 and 6, hold-harmless protection would begin to



504

be phased out in the fourth year of the CDBG program and would be

completely phased out in the sixth year if the act is extended in
-::.

1977 on the basis of the distribution system currently in the law.!±/

One possibility proposed lS to hold all jurisdlctions harmless

against loss indefinitely. (This approach was included In the Senate

bill, but not adopted.) It is also possible to guarantee a certain

percentage of the hold-harmless base amount. We have examined thls

latter approacb--a partial hold-harmless--at three guarantee levels:

50, 60, and 75 percent. This was done in conjunctlon with the dual-

formula approach; that is, we have analyzed how entitlement

communitles would fare under a system that gave each community the

greatest amount among three alternatlves: (1) the existing CDBG

formula; (2) the community-age based formula wlth pre-1939 housing

double counted; and (3) a partial hold-harmless guarantee (at 50, 60,

or 75 percent).

At the 50 percen~ guarantee level, seventy-three communlties

would be better off under hold-harmless than they would under either

the existing CDBG formula or the alternative which includes pre-1939

houslng. At the 60 percent guarantee level, the number of communities

in this position increases to ninety-eight; at the 75 percent guarantee

level, tblS number increases to 135.

There is, of course, a further cost attached to these guarantee

levels. At the 50 percent level, the amount of funds gOlng to formula

entitlement areas is $69.9 million more than they, would receive under

the dual-formula approach. (Assuming a $3.0 billion level of funding

in the sixth year of the CDBG program, funds going to entitlement
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communities would be $1.95 billion, compared to $1.88 billlon under the

dual-formula approach and $1.6 billion under the existmg formula. At

the 60 and 75 percent guarantee levels, the total amount allocated to

entitlement communities, with the dual-formula system, would be $2.01

billion and $2.13 billion, respectively.)

There need not be a net additional cost of this partial hold

harmless approach. The increased cost involved could be offset, as is

the case under the dual-formula approach, through reductions in

metropolitan discretionary funds or, in the alternative, money could

be added to the CDBG program to cover the costs of a partial hold

harmless guarantee.

This guaranteed hold-harmless approach has a certain appeal

because the principal beneficiarles tend to be older, declining cities

which were also the major participants under the folded-in programs.

However, there are problems with the pattern that results. It would

in many cases represent a reward for successful grantsmanship under the

old programs. If there are to be additional funds for the neediest

cities, one can argue that the distribution of these funds should be

based on objective measures of need. In recognition of this point, we

offer another possible approach.

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR NEEDY CITIES

Once a program exists for distributing money for community

development on a broad basis, as a practical political matter there

would appear to be a much better opportunity than would otherwise be

the case (i.e., "starting from square one ") to concentrate some amount
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of additional funds on the cities with the most acute development

needs. Again, taking as our base the "urban focus" reflected in this

report, we raise the possibility that in 1977, when the CDBG program

will ne.,g to be acted upon, one option to be considered could be

an add-on for the neediest cities. If this were done, it could be

done so as to obviate any need to consider a hold-harmless guarantee,

because these additional funds could be focused on the communities

that, from an urban focus point of v~ew, one would not want to be

affected by the hold-harmless phase-out currently in the law. For

purposes of illustrating how such supplementary funds might be

distrlbuted, we have assumed in this section that an additional $500

million is added to the CDBG program for supplemental funding.

In going this next step, there would also be an opportunity to

take into account another important characteristic of urban distress,

namely population decline. Chapter 5 showed the importance of this

factor in discussing the "hardship index" ratings for fifty-five

of the nation's largest central clties. Fourteen of these cities were

identified as distressed and ten as well off. (See Tables 5-6 and

5-7 in Chapter 5.) It is significant that the fourteen cities with

the highest hardship ratings lost an average of 4.2 percent of their

population between 1960 and 1970. Conversely, the ten well-off cities

gained an average of 18:5 percent between 1960 and 1970 by natural

growth, in-migration, territorial expansion, or some combination of

these factors. Only two of the ten--Salt lake City and Seattle--

lost population.



Considering both the fifty-five central cities studied with the

"hardship index" in Chapter 5 and 506 CDEG entitlement cities,

important relationships can be seen between social and economic

conditions and population trends. The two groups are divided between

population losers and gainers in Table 12-1.
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Table 12-1. Important Oharacteristics and Rates of Ohange During Period 1960-70 for Fifty-five Large

Oities and for ODBG Oities, Grouped by Population Gains or Losses

Median
Percentage house Percentage

Population Percent Average Per capita of income value 1970 of value
experience population percent income 1970 change (thousands change
1960-1970 Number change Black 1970 ( dollars) 1960-1970 of dollars) 1960-1970

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Hardship index cities

Population
losses 29 -7.9 27.3 3,093 55.3 16.3 25.4

Population
gains 26 21.3 19.3 3,349 59.5 16.9 36.3

ODBG cities

Population
losses 150 -6.7 17.3 3,062 57.0 15.9 32.5

Population
356 rY 20.5 :Q/gains 10,2 3,354 61.7 18.8 38.2

Source: Population, income, and housing value data from U.S. Bureau of the Oensus, County and Oity Data
Book. 1962 and 1972, Table 6.

rY Does not include urban counties plus eight ODBG entitlement cities that did not exist as incorporated
units in 1960.

:Q/ This is the median value. The calculated mean is 38.0, but this is high because of some extremely high
values among a few communities gaining population.

VJ
o
co
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The citles with declining populations tend to have-lllJJ.ch higher

proportions of Blacks and of lower-income persons. The declining

cities also 'have lower median housing values than the growing cities.

While these data are significant, they reflect the situation at a given

point in time. They represent a still photograph when what is needed

is a moving picture. This can be seen by examining rates of change of

two important resource factors--income and housing values. Between

1960 and 1970 per capita income increased 5 percent faster in the

growing CDBG cities (column 4) than in the declining CDBG cities; home

values increased nearly 6 percent faster (column 6) in the growing CDBG

cities.

In sum, we see hardship cities as characteriz~d _Qy old age, an

increasing concentration of the socially and economically disadvantaged,

and population decline. The dual-formula approach covers two of these

aspects of distress, poverty and community-age. In this chapter, CDBG

supplemental funds are distributed on the basis of all three factors--

age (as measured by the proportion of housing units built before 1939),
• j

extent of poverty, and rate of population change.
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Step One· Constructing an Eligibility Index. The first step in

allocating CDPG supplemental funds is the determination of eligibility.

We confine eligibility to metropolitan cities; the next question is

which metropolitan cities should receive supplemental funding. The

equation below is used to scale the needs of metropolitan cities on

the basis of the three factors just indicated--poverty, age of housing,

and population change from 1960-70. (Although 1960-70 data are used for

illustrative purposes, these figures could be updated if desired.)

Eligibility
Index

=
(Percent of pre-1939 housing) x (Percent of roverty)

100 + rate of population change

An eligibility index number was computed for all CDPG metropolitan

entitlement cities scaled from highest to lowest. The next decision is

the determination of how far down the eligibility list to go for

participation in supplemental funding. If, for example, it is decided

that supplemental funding should be limited to CDPG cities 50 percent

or more above the mean on the eligibility index, 123 metropolitan

cities would be eligible. If the eligibility threshold is set at the

mean, 196 cities qualify. !if

An analysis of the eligible cities at these two threshold levels

is shown in Table 12-2. At either threshold level, the eligible

cities have distinctively higher levels of poverty, older housing,

and proportionate minority population, as well as lower income and

housing values, and relatively slower rates of growth both in income
r

and housing values than the cities below the thresholds.

When the eligibility threshold -is set at the mean with 196 cities

eligible, 122 of these cities (62 percent) are below 100,000



Table 12-2. Poverty, Age of Housing, Race, Income, and Housing Value Characteristics of CDBG Cities Eligible

for Supplemental Funding at Two Threshold Levels, Compared with Characteristics of Non-eligible Cities

50 percent above mean threshold Mean threshold
Supplemental other CDBG Supplemental Other CDBG

Characteristics funding cities cities funding cities cities

Percent poverty 17.3 10.8 16.4 10.0

Percent of housing built before 1939 64.8 30.3 58.8 26.2

Percent Black and Spanish-
speaking persons 25.0 16.1 24.0 14.8

Per capita income 1970 (dollars) 2,861 3,360 2,937 3,439

Percent change in per capita
income change 1960-70 57.4 60.6 58.0 60.9

Median housing value 1970
(thousands of dollars) 14.7 19.4 15.0 20.3

Percent change in housing value
1960-70 32.4 41.6 32.8 43.7

Source: Population, race, income and housing value data from U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and Clty Data
Book 1962 and 1972, Table 6.
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population; nineteen are satellite cities. Regionally, the northeast

quadrant and West North Central states have 121 participating cities

(61.8 percent). It is important that seventy-five southern and western

cities are also included--accounting for 38.3 percent of the eligibles.

Calculating Individual Allocations. The next step is calculating

individual allqcations for the eligibles. We use alternative G from

Chapter 6, equally weighting population, poverty, and pre-1939 housing.

(For this discussion the mean threshold is used with a supplemental fund

of $500 million.)

In calculating formula entitlements for CDBG supplemental funds, a

coefficient based on relative shares of population, poverty, and pre-

1939 housing units (alternative G) is derived for each of the 196

eligible cities. Before applying this coefficient to the $500 million

to det~rmine individual allocations, however, they were further adjusted

for population change as described below.

Population Change Adjustment. For the 196 eligible cities, the

average population chw.ge was -2.1 percent between 1960 and 1970.

Assume, for example, that City A and City B had equal counts of

population, poverty, and pre-1939 housing units, and thus exactly the

same alternative G coefficient. But assume that City A had a

population gain of 2 percent between 1960 and 1970, City B a

population loss of 10 percent. A population change ratio is

calculated as follows:

Population Change
Ratio

= 100+rate of change for individual city
lOO+mean rate of change for all participating

cities
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For City A the change ratio is 1.0418 (102/97.9), while the

change ratio for City B is .919 (90/97.9). An allocation
I -

coefficient is then used as follows:, .

City A

Allocation = Alternative G coefficient = .0027831
= .0026714Coefficient Population change ratio 1.0418

City B

Allocation Alternative G coefficient .002-1§3l .0030284= = =Coefficient Population change ratio .919

If the allocations were based solely on alternative G (i.e., without

the population change adjustment), each eligible city would receive

$1,391,550 (.0027831 x $500 million). ~J further adjusting the

individual-city coefficients for rate of population change, the city with

a 2 percent increase (City A) would receive a supplemental grant of

$1,335,700 (.0026714 x $500 million); City B, declining at 10 percent,

would receive an additional $178 thousand--$1,514,200 (.003028 x $500

million). Applying this method to the 196 eligible cities, the l2§L

capita allocation to the top city, East St. Louis, Illinois, would be

$18 0 25 per capita; the per capita allocation to Seattle, Washington,

(the 196th city) would be $10.45.
J

Scaling Adjustment. To increase the spread between the highest

and lowest city for the CDBG supplement and thereby reduce the "notch"

problem (i. e ., for the 197th city), a final step is introduced to scale

allocations. This is done by multiplying the allocation coefficient by

an "eligibility coefficient," (see below) which is the ratio of an

individual city's index to the mean index of the eligible cities. It

produces a steeper curve, based on need, for the allocation of CDBG
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supplemental funds and, as noted, reduces the "notch" problem.

Eligibility
Coefficient

Individual city
eligibility index
Mean eligibility
index of eligible cities

Thus the final allocation is determined

Supplemental
Allocation

Allocation
~ Coefficient x

Eligibility
Coefficient x $500 million

Applying this more redistributive approach to the 196 cities,

East St. Louis receives $42.48 per capita; Seattle (the 196th city)

$5.64 per capita. Using this approach, Table 12-3 shows the estimated

supplemental allocations for the 196 cities above the mean threshold,

assuming a $500 million supplemental fund. Y

Two further points are worth noting. First, if these supplemental

amounts are added to the allocations produced under the dual-formula

approach, sixty-nine of these 196 cities would still receive less

funding than they received under the categorical grants. In many of

these cases, this is the result of very successful grantsmanship under

the folded-in programs. In others, it could be a basis for urging that

there should be a larger supplemental fund (e.g., $750 million) or

perhaps a somewhat different approach to its distribution. The last

column of Table 12-3 shows the percentage relationship between the

combined allocations and hold-harmless funds.

Second, if the dual-formula and supplement are added together,

forty of the 196 cities shift from a net "loser" to a net "gainer"

position compared with what they would get if the dual-formula alone
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were adopted. These forty are marked with an asterisk (*) in the

last column of Table 12-3.

,There are, of course, unlimited variants that could be used to

distribute supplemental CDBG funds. One approach would be to extend,
the supplemental allocation system to all metropolitan cities. A more

redistributive outcome could also be achieved by squaring the

"eligibility coefficient." Our objective here is not to present a

"best" approach, but a framework of movable parts within which

supplemental funding based on need can be considered.



Table 12-3. CnBn Cities (196) Eligible for Supplemental Fund~ng Using the Suggested Elig~bility Index

ar.d Allocation Method, Estimated Supplememal G-rants Based on a $500 Million Funding Assumption

. '
Alt. I _pilus
supplerr.snt

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as percent
inde'x (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hold

Eligible centage a'Jove ha:rmless CDDG, - formula) grant harmless
communi-vy national mean) (~OOO) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rou:1ded)

E. St. Louis, Ill. 431.86 3,492 2,362 2,362 2,974 150*
San Benito, Tex. 411.79 27 744 74!J: 686 5,300
Augusta, Ga'. 372.13 1,042 1,823 ,- 1,823 2,099 370
Atlantic City, N.J. 362.34 3,340 1,061 1,485 1,749 90
Wilmington, Del. 360.77 4,490 1,712 2,237 2,603 110*

St. Louis, M:J. 351.92 15,194 14,793 17,604 19,764 240
Harrisburg, Pa. 351.01 2,482 1,321 2,022 2,174 160*
Providence, R.I. 333.96 9,110 3,338 5,218 5,181' no~

Camden, N.J. 333.86 5,554 2,260 2,649 2,812 9°'
Johnstown, Pa. 321.74 977 729 1,199 1,231 240

Newark, N.J. 321.62 20,513 9,807 9,864 9,502 90
Elmira, N.Y. 319.19 1,610 665 1,115 1,053 130':
Covington, Ky. 307.43 1,507 1,150 1,496 1,342 180*
Chester, Pa. 300.30 2,303 1,183 1,391 1,323 110* -
Buffalo, N.Y. 292.84 11,685 7,523 13,026 11,018' 206

Williamsport, Pa. 292.33 1,080 619 1,065 866 170*
Asbury Park, N.J. 292.10 297 399 459 390 280-
Cleveland, 0. 291.73 16,092 14,250 19,456 17,615 230
Trenton" N. J • 288.56 5,097 1,959 2;778 2,283 - 90
Huntington, W. Va. 280.57 1,518 1,393 1,930 1,648 230

- " \Jl

"
f-'

'"





Tabl~,12-3 (continued)
,t,

. "

.. " Alt.,'I plus
- supplement

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as per,c~nt

index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual I mental' of hold
Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant ,; harmless
cormmmity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded)

"
" ,

Charleston, W.Va. 241.52 1,385 1,303 1,699 1,360 220
Anniston, Ala. 236.32 ° 868 868 572
Troy, N.Y. 235.40 1 ,~1~, '974 1,632 1,049 180
E. Chicago, Ind. 233.22 2,161 947 1,097 83:)- 80'
Fall River, Mass. 232.88 5,442 1,625 2,607 1,573 70,

Charleston, S.C. 230.82 897 1,762 1,762 1,088 310
Bingliamton, N. Y. 229.99 5,414 9.09 , 1,713 1,154 50
utica, N.Y. 229.91 1,551 1,382 2,;388 1,526" 250
Paterson, N.J. 228.73 4,036 2,997 3,563 2,177 140":
Jersey City, N.J. 226.62 6,485 4,874 6,7:64 4,139' 160

Cincinnati, O. 226.56 18,828 9,275 10,858 7,521 90
Jackson, Mich. 225.91 1,062 693 1,168 " 742 - 170,
Baltimore, Md. 224.54 32,749 18,264 20,712' 13,670, 100:'
Holyoke, Mass. 224.54 2,942 871 1,337, 805' , 70
Hartford, Conn. 223.58 10,267 3,208 3,945 2,420 60

Albany, N.Y. 221.54 2,109 1,755 3,024 1,900 230
Youngstown, o. 220.84 3,730 2,306 3,196 '2,249 140*
Passaic, N.J. 219.94 ", 163 1,048 1,430 796 1,360
Cambridge, Mass. 219.61 4,035 1,575 2,707 1,588 110*
Birmingham, Ala. 218.30 5,040 7,186 7,186 4,896 ' 230,

.: ~ '~

Philadelphia, Pa 216.18 60,829 33,506 47,118 27,920 120*,
St. Joseph, Mo. 215.19 1,715 1,244 1,854 1,123 170

--.. ... ..~- .-..~-

\J1

, ~ 'Jl I-'
():)



Table 12-3 (continued)

Alt. I plus
supplement

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hold

Eligible centage above harmless eDBG formula) grant harmless
connmmity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded)

,
Scranton, Pa. 213.21 7,747 1,444 2,763 1,554 50
Superior, Wis. 212.70 10 486 801 457 12,590
Syracuse, N.Y. 210.04 11,861 3,028 ,\I ,871 2,907 60
Galveston, Tex. 209.23 628 1,401 1,401 919 360
l.I.arietta, O. 208.62 0 259 416 '227

Rochester, N.Y. 205.81 14,684 4,427 7,619 4,225 80
Detroit, Mich. 201.18 34,187 26,525 34,165 20,702 160~'
Chicago, Ill. 201.05 43,201 62,870 80,192 45,167 290Berkeley, Calif. 197. 67 2,812 2,171 2,879 1,490 150
Louisville, Ky. 195.95 8,639 7,380 7,907 ,4,777 140*

Bridgeton, N.J. 194.69 283 351 470 252 250
Lawrence, Mass .. 194.04 1,578 1,001 1,761 891 160
Steubenville, O. 193.78 1,418 511 701 391 70Terre Haute, Ind. 193.30 323 1,140 1,697 882 790Ashville, N.C. 192.26 3,238 1,484 1'484 897 70, ,

Wilmington, N.C. 190.38 961 1,131 1,131 581 170
Union City, N. J. 190.15 108 ),.,115 1,557 674 2,060
San Francisco, Calif. 188.77 ' 28,798 12,564 '19,112 9,415 90Saginaw, Mich. 188.44 ' 3,608 1,586 1,997 1,+01 -80
Alexandria, La. 184.77 ' , 92 '1,206 ." 1,206 ,536 ,,1,899:-
Somerville, Mass. 183.08 247 1,248 2,312 1,092 _' 1,370"New York, N.Y. 180.45 102,244 153,850 184,920 88,482 ' 260 '
Lynn, Mass. ,179.20 3,227 -'1,295 2,312 '1,070 ' '100*
Hazelton, Pa. 177.26 7 393 784 358 16,320 Vlr J?ullft\1, MijUl. 176.46 3,386 1,435 2,369 1,142 100* I-'- , \D



Table 12-3 (continued)

A1t.~ I plus
, supplement

Eligibility Alt. I' Supple- as per?ent
index (per- Hold 1980 . (Dual mental of hold

Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
cOJlllIlUIlity natidnal mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded),

Oakland, Calif. 176.06 12,738 6,887 8,345 4,118 90
Port Al'thur, Tex. 175.59 1,324 1,269 1,269 705 140*
Minneapolis, Minn. 174.58 16,793 6,211 10,564 5,213 90
Muskegon, Mich. 172.74 1,108_ 708 1,035 487 130*
Hopkinsville, Ky. 172.24 0 506 506 224

Schenectady, N.Y. 170.98 1,488 979 2,075 898- 190
Brownsville, Tex. 170.84 155 2,384 2,384 719 2,000
Springfield, Mass. 170.63 9,096 2,529 3,626 1,758 50
Spartansburg, S.C. 168.77 4,434 1,020 1,020 471 30
Ashland, Ky. 168.15' 6 483 632 314 J:5,770

New London, Corm. 167.50 6,418 461 677 330 20
Pawtucket, R.I. 167.34 5,850 1,146 1,811 821 40
Canton, O. 167.22 1,109 1,669 2,519 1,141 330
Bay City, Mich. 166.11 1,318 - 707 1,l:31 523 120*
Lewiston, Me. Ib4.12 2,93<0 653 957 403 40

Auburn, Me. 164.02 701 359 570 241 l10~-

Lowell, Mass. 162.98 3,542 1,418 2,201 902 80
Hcellen- Tex. 162.71 116 1,512 1,512 __436 1,670_
Pel'th Amboy, N. J • 161.10 ,,\ 1,441 647 884 367 80
'. ll" 160.88 1,254 1,783 918 170N~ag~~~ Falls"N.Y. 1,571.. - , ,-

Lynchburg, Va. 159.91 1,537 • 902 '1,124 ':511 110¥-
Yakima, Wash. 158.75 256 804 993 427'- 550
Springfield, O. 158.42 666 1,279 1,781 766 ' 380
Erie, Pa. 158.01 4,485 1,833 2,794 1,249 90
WorcErst"er, Mas·s. 156.21 6,oltlr~·2;381 4,034 1,697 90 VI

I\)
0

c'



Table 12-3 (continued)

. ';

-,c t 1,:: Alt. I plus, ,Jt - .-'
supplement

1.:-(

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as percent
I, 'J

index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hold
Eligib;Le centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
cOlllIllUIlity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded)

Sa1t,Lake City, utah 155.44 4,176 2,939 3,696 1,723 120~'
Washington, D.C. 155.26 42,748 16,147 16,147 7,072 50Parkersburg, W.Va. 155.25 244 700 969 412 560
Roanoke, Va. 154.95 2, 629 1,517 1,895 877 110~-

Dayton, Ohio 154.65 6,822 4,134 4,925 2,319 110*

Spokane, Wash. 154.61 577 2,611 3,644 1,650 910
East Orange, N.J. 154.55 2,519 1,105 1,829 732 100~
Greenville, S.C. 153.16 2,205 1,327 1,327 606 80
Gadsden, Ala. 152.85 14 1,128 1,128 533 11,870
Pensacola, Fla. 152.19 162 1,357 1,357 542 1,170

Pharr, Tex. 150.35 110 806 ' 806 201 910Haverhill, Mass. 147.53 1,976 604 +,136 413 70
Monroe, La. 147.13 1,415 1,651 1,651 535 150
Lima, Ohio 146.56 0 845 1,174 435Sioux City, Ia. 146.42 3,929 1:,237 1,879 745 60

New Brunswick, N.J. 145.74 1,399 689 852 329 80
La Crosse, Wis. 144.90 605 742 1,098 397 240
FJ.tchburg, Mass. _144.68 566 604- ,1,005 365 240
Muncie, Ind. 143.90 52 1,148 ,1,369 555 3,700 _
Kalamazoo, Mich. 143.32 64 1,267 IJ71~ 660 "3,700

Elizabeth, N.J. 141.91 146 1,889 2,496 890 2,320
Portland, Ore • 141.76 8,760 5,483 8,611 3,175 130-*
Akron, Ohio 139.79 10,979 3,990 5,643 2,264 ' 70 V1Bridgeport, Conn. 138.81 4,113 2,575 3,308 1,234 '110* ~
Mti. Vernon, N.Y. H8.62 2,590 1,107' -1,662 608 80 ._-



Table 12-3 (continued)

Alt. I plus
supplement

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hO,ld

E;tigible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
community national mean) , ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded)

Richmond , Va • 137.92 10,068 4,839 4,967 1,808 60
Manchester,' N.H. 137.81 2,500 1,250 1,931 693 100*
Texarkana, Tex. 137.10 2,812 639 639 248 30
Grand Rapids, Mich. 134.99 4,815 2,853 4,265 1,386 110*
Bayonne, N.J. 134.50 500 997 1,672 576 440

Texarkana, Ark. 134.37 2,372 503 503 165 20
Gary, Ind. 132.76 6,974 3,708 3,708 1,281 70
Bristol, Tenn. 130.56 365, 351 402 134 140
Harlingen, Tex. 129.96 183 1,313 1,313 425 950
Daytona Beach, Fla. 129.25' 675 1,042 1,042 319 200

Winter Haven, Fla. 128.86 64 354 354 127 750
Hamilton, Ohio 128.68 597 1,075 1,313 498 300
Pine Bluff, Ark. 127.88 2,168 1,515 1,515 377 80
Waco, Tex. 127.79 5,704 2,026 2,026 740 40
Milwaukee, Wis. 127,.67 13,383 10,935 14,181 5,137 140

1,042
,"

M:mtgomery, Ala. 126.95 2,484 3,178 3,178 160
Malden, Mass. 126.36 4,546 681 1,304 -417 ·30·
Evansville, Ind. 124.98 \ 2,878 2,254 2,719 967 120*. 'Rock Island, Ill. 123.16 '- 1 2,482 ' ' 709 1,023 350 I 50
Norwich, Conn. ' 121.41 1,478 559 , 887 -260 7,0

, 1.1-
I "Shreveport, La. 121.35 473 4,256 4,256 1,210 ,1,15,0 ,

Allentown, Pa • 121.05 2,426 1,313 2,424 739 130*
Kansas City,_M:J. 120.58 17,859__ .....8,048 10,428 3,249 70
DeniSon i Tex. 119.74 - 179 451 484 154 350
Lakeland, Fla. 119.34 162 798 798 278 660 V1

I\)
I\)



Table 12-3 (continued)

0 " Alt. I plus
supplemE'r,:t

Eligibility Alt. I Supple- as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hold

Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
community national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (ro)ll1ded)

Edinburg, Tex. 118.31 4,198 713 713 174 20
Atlanta, Ga. 118.01 18,780 11,207 11, 207 3,324 70
Waterbury, Conn. 117.61 5,688 1,577 2,218 682 50
Pontiac, Mich. 116.89 3,198 1,523 1,525 505 60
St. Paul, Minn. 116.58 18,835 4,152 6,446 1,985 40

Bloomington, Ill. 116.23 2,169 543 877 239 50
Tacoma, Wash. 115.68 2,459 2,284 3,069 949 160
Irvington, N.J. 114.60 297 748 1,393 394 600
W. Palm Beach, Fla. 113.48 131 1,135 1,135 366 1,140
Council Bluffs, Ia. 113.46 251 986 1,156 336 590

Des Moines, Ia. 113.22 3,692 2,792 3,986 1,263 140
Mobile, Ala. 113'.13 2,014 4,600 4,600 1,315 290
Ogden, Utah 112.92 655 1,155 1,256 416 250
Flint, Mich. 112.73 5,881 3,173 3,449 1,153 70
Pueblo, Colo. 112.47 1,016 1,751 1,751 541 220

Portsmouth, Va. 111.14 4,570 2,296 2,296 704 60
Springfield, Ill. 110.49 4,513 1,367 1,945 515 50
Santa Cruz, Calif. 110.43 164 553 666 170 510
Beaumont, Tex. 109.83 25 2,327 2,327 716 12,170
Long Branch, N. J • ; 109.17 55 535 ·639 161 1,450

Durham, N. C. 107.28 2,384 2,004 2,004 487 100[,
Miami, Fla. 106.08 3,165 9,712 9,712 1,833 360
Denver; Colo. 105.78 15,805. , 8,246 9,493. 2,823 70
South Bend, Ind. 105.14 3,547 1,683 2,388 717 ' '80

"Tampa, 1'la. 105.10 8,577 5, 613 5,613 1,618 80 Vl
(\)
W



Table 12-3 (continued)

"
,,, - Eligibility Alt. I.

. 'index (per-; Hold 1980 : '(Dual _
Eligible .centage abo~ harmless CDBG ;:fornlula)
community national mean) ($000) ($000) . ($000)'

"
,

,-
'-, ,,- ,-

Norfolk, Va. 104.81 17,766 5,842 5,842
Pasadena, Calif. . 104.69 2,584 1,663 2,215
Oshkosh, Wis. 104.63 85 .' .661, , 1,069
Mansfield, 0.. 103.84 , 339 ·800 : 1,081
Toledo, O. 101.19 11,831 5,350 7,622

Pittsfield, Mass. 100.53 1,342 '654 c' . 1,164
Waterloo, Ia, ' 100.38 1,182 1,136 1,377
Jackson, Miss. 100.36 2,253 3,891 3,891 .-Seattle, Wash. 100.21 11,641 6,809 lO,608

-,

Supple-',
meni;al ' J

graI\t .
($00,0)

1,695 ..
661
251
266

1,7lJ.2

303
369
870

2,996

Alt. I plus
supplement
as percent
, of ~hold

;'harIDless
(rounded)

40
110'

1,550
390
'70

110
140
210
110

~:

- "* Cities which shift from a net "loser" to a net "gainer'" position relati.ve to their hold-harmless level,
compared with what they would receive if the dual.formula alone were adopted.)

"~ .... ,,
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NEXT STEPS FOR THE RESEARCH

Putting together the national distributional and local effects

of the CDBG program in its first year of operation, there is a basic

issue thai; cuts across all of the data presented in this report. The

essential question involves the development process. If one's view

of the development process for economic and efficiency reasons

emphasizes growth-potential areas and the prevention of blight, there

is more likely to be acceptance of the findings of t~is study about

the impact of the current formula and the spreading and neighborhood

conservation effects found at the local level. On the other hand,

those who give a higher priority to social and equity goals of economic

development would be likely to argue for both a national and local

distribution that Places greater emphasis on the neediest areas. It

is, of course, possibl,e to favor a national distribution of CDBG

funds that gives greater emphasis to the needs of distressed core cities,

but within that conte)Ct to support strategies which emphasize growth~

potential neighborhoods.

We will explore these and related issues further in the seconCl

stage of our research at which time performance-monitoring data, both

from HUD and the sample jurisdictions, will provide a basis for consider

ing the first-year uses of CDBG, funds in relation to the Plans adopted by

the sample 1IDits. other new SUbjects will be covered in the second report,

although the current Plan is to use the same general framework as for this

report. Originally, we had intended to cover some SUbjects in the first
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year and some in the second. As it turned out, however, we have been

able, largely because of the cooperation received from the associates,

to cover a wide range of subjects in this first report. Our second

installment as a result essentially will update and expand upon the,

subjects covered this year. One exception to this rule, which is not
• ' r ". '

covered as systematically as others in this first report, is the
J' I ~

intergovernmental effects of the CDBG program. This subject will be

treated as a separate chapter in the second report; we plan to examine

the role of HUD, the states, and regional bodies under the CDBG program.

The plan for the second report also includes chapters in the form of

case studies of selected sample 'jurisdictions authored by the

responsible field research associate.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHA.PTER 12

:lJ The term "spatial deconcentration" is included among the purposes
of the CDBG program, as discussed in Chapter 2. The sixth purpose 
enumerated in Section 101 of the act (See Appendix I of this report)
is "the reduction of tlie-'isolation of income groups within commUnities
and geographical areas and the promotion of an increase in the diversity
and vitality of neighborhoods through the spatial deconcentration of
housing for persons of lower income." Policies to achieve these
objectives are discussed in a recent book by Michael N. Danielson,
The Politics of Exclusion (Columbia University Press, 1976). ,See also
Lower-income Housing: Suburban Strategies, by Leonard S. Rubinowitz •
(Ballinger, 1974). Chapter 12, "Federal Carrot and Stick: HUD," is
particularly relevant to this study as it examines-many of the
programs consolidated into the CDBG program.

gj See, for example, Alan S. Oser, "Federal Efforts to Rebuild Cities
Coming under Study prior to Carter InauguratioIl'," New York Times,
November 17, 1976.

31 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Interim Report
of the President's Committee on Urban Development and Neighborhood
Revitalization (October 1976), P. 36.

~ Under hold-harmless, jurisdictions with experience under the
folded-in federal programs (urban renewal, model cities, etc.) receive
an amount equal to their average federal grants for these programs
over the five-year period, 1968-72. This hold-harmless protection
continues for the first three years of the CDBG program, and then
phases down by thirds in years four through six of the program under
the terms of the original act.

'i/ Seventeen townships and North Charleston, South Carolina, were not
included in the eligibility listing because of missing data elements.

§! The eligibility index numbers of Table 12-3 are based on a variation
of this formula, standardized to make the mean equal 100.

* u. s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978 0-262-723
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